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1. ICBM DEFINITION. EARLY (TO KARPOV A-764) RAISED THE 
QEUSTION OF THE SOVIET PREFERRED ICBM DEFINITION, WHICH SIMPLY 
CARRIES FORWARD THE 1972 AGREED INTERPRETATION. EARLE SAID HE 

WAS UNABLE TO UNDERSTAND WHY THE SOVIET SIDE WOULD NOT ACCEPT THE 
MORE PRECISE RANGE PROPOSED BY THE US, PARTICULARLY IN LIGHT 
OF THE FACT THAT GENERAL TRUSOV HAD EMPHASIZED IN HIS STATEMENT 
TODAY THAT THIS DISTANCE COULD BE ACCURATELY DETERMINE, IN 
FACT, MORE ACCURATELY THAN WAS NECESSARY. IF IT COULD BE SO 
ACCURATELY DETERMINED WHY SHOULD NOT THAT ACCURATE DETERMINATION 
IN TERMS OF KILOMETERS BE USED IN THE DEFINITION RATHER THAN THE 
WORDY AND SOMEWHAT IMPRECISE LANGUAGE OF THE AGREED INTERPRE- 
TATION. 

2. KARPOV REFUSED TO ACKNOWLEDGE ANY OF THE ARGUMENTS AND SIMPLY 
REPEATED THAT THERE WAS NO NEED TO CHANGE THE LANGUAGE OF THE 
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AGREED INTERPRETATION WHICH BOTH SIDES UNDERSTOOD AND THAT THIS 
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LANGUAGE WAS PREFERABLE BECAUSE IT REFERRED TO DISTANCE BETWEEN 
CONTINENTS IN DEFINING AN INTERCONTINENTAL MISSILE. 

3. SOVIET ARTICLE VII. TRUSOV (TO ROWNY, A-763) ADMITTED THAT 
ARTICLE VII OF THE SOVIET DRAFT WAS NOT WITHIN THE LETTER OF THE 
AIDE MEMOIRE. HOWEVER, HE CONTENDED IT WAS WITHIN THE LETTER OF THE 
AIDE MEMOIRE. HOWEVER, HE CONTENDED IT WAS WITHIN THE SPIRIT 

OF VLADIVOSTOK SINCE THE OBJECTIVE WAS TO BLOCK ALL POSSIBLE CHANNELS 
OF FURTHER COMPETITION. SPECIFICALLY, WE WERE DIRECTED TO 
PLACE LIMITATIONS ON NEW TYPES OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS. 

ROWNY SAID THE SOVIET ARTICLE VII WAS ONE-SIDED SINCE BOTH SIDES 
KNOW THAT THE US HAS A MODERNICATION AND REPLACE- 
MENT PROGRAM FOR IT SUBMARINES IN THE OFFING. ON THE OTHER HAND. 
SOVIET DEVELOPMENTS WOULD NOT BE CONSTRAINED BY THE ARTICLE. 

TRUSOV SAID THE ARTICLE WOULD IMPACT EQUALLY ON BOTH SIDES SINCE 
THEY, TOO, WOULD BE RESTRICTED TO THE 240 SLBM LIMITATION ON NEW 
TYPE OF SUBMARINES. THEREFORE HE SAID HE FAILED TO SEE WHY THE 
PROPOSAL WAS ONE-SIDED. 

4. ROWNY TOLD TRUSOV THAT IT THE US HAD WISHED TO PLAY THE SAME 
GAME WE COULD HAVE INTRODUCED INTO OUR DRAFT A LIMIT OF 240 ON NEW 
NON-HEAVY MISSILES ON EACH SIDE. IN THIS MANNER WE COULD 

HAVE PROPOSED THAT THE TOTAL OF THEIR SS-17S AND SS-19S BE LIMITED 
TO A TOTAL OF 240. TRUSOV SAID THAT WAS A HYPOTHETICAL SITUATION 
SINCE WE HAD NOT INTRODUCED SUCH A PROVISION IN OUR DRAFT. ROWNY 
SAID THE FACT THAT THE US HAD NOT MADE PROPOSALS OF THIS TYPE SHOWED 
OUR WILLINGNESS TO ABIDE BY THE SPIRIT OF WHAT HAD BEEN AGREED 
UPON AT VLADIVOSTOK. 

5. SOVIET ARTICLE IX. TRUSOV PRESSED ROWNY (A-763) ON ARTICLE 

IX, ASKING WHICH "NEW TYPES OF STRATEGIC ARMS" THE US WOULD BE 
WILLING TO LIMIT OR BAN. ROWNY SAID THIS WOULD BE HANDLED ON A 
CASE-BY-CASE BASIS. FUTURE SYSTEMS TO BE LIMITED OR BANNED 
WOULD DEPEND UPON THE OUTCOME OF NEGOTIATIONS ON THE MAJOR 
ELEMENTS OF THE NEW AGREEMENT, I.E., THE LIMITATION OF THE CURRENT 
SYSTEMS POSSESSED BY BOTH SIDES. IF AGREEMENTS ON THESE 
CURRENT SYSTEMS REFLECTED IN AN EVEN-HANDED MANNER THE PRINCIPLE 
OF EQUALITY AND EQUAL SECURITY, THEN WE WOULD PROBABLY AGREE 
TO BANNING OR LIMITING CERTAIN NEW TYPES OF SYSTEMS. ON THE OTHER 
HAND, IF THE SOVIET SIDE INSISTED UPON INCLUDING SUCH UNILATERAL 
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CONSTRAINTS AS THE 240 SLBM LIMIT ON NEW TYPE OF SUBMARINES THEN 
THE US WOULD BE DRIVEN TO SEEK EQUALITY AND EQUAL SECURITY THROUGH 
THE DEVELOPMENT AND DEPLOYMENT OF NEW TYPES OF SYSTEMS. IN 
BREAKING UP, ROWNY REMINDED TRUSOV THAT PARAGRAPH 5 OF THE 
AIDE MEMOIRE STATES THAT THE NEW AGREEMENT "COULD ALSO PROVIDE" 

FOR THE ADDITIONAL LIMITATIONS OF NEW TYPES OF STRATEGIC 
ARMS AND THAT ROWNY WOULD EMPHASIZE THE WORD "COULD". 
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6. VERIFICATION, SHCHUKIN (TO BOOWN-MAY, A-765) OBSERVED 

THAT THE PROTOCOL IN THE US DRAFT WAS UNACCEPTABLE TO THE SOVIET 
SIDE. HE ASSERTED THAT NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS WOULD ASSURE 
THE US THAT THE SOVIETS HAD NO MORE THAN 1320 LAUNCHERS FOR 
MIRVED MISSILES. 

7. BROWN ASKED IF THE US CRITERIA CONTAINED IN THE PROTOCOL 
WERE USED FOR EVALUATING THE NUMBER OF MIRVS. AND THE PRESENT 
AND PLANNED SOVIET FORCE STRUCTURE IS EVALUATED BY THOSE CRITERIA, 
WHETHER THE MIRV NUMBERS SO CALCULATED FOR THE PERIOD BETWEEN 
NOW AND 1985 WOULD EXCEED 1320? SHCHUKIN SAID HE DID NOT KNOW 

THE FUTURE SOVIET MODERNIZATION PLANS FOR ICBMS AND SLBMS. 

HE SAID HE BELIEVED MODERNIZATION AND REPLACEMENT WOULD CONTINUE. 
MISSILES AND SILOS GET OLD AND EVENTUALLY NEED TO BE REPLACED. 
SHOULD THEY BE REPLACED WITH OLD MISSILES AND SILOS? WOULD 
THE US REPLACE OLD MINUTEMAN I OR II SILOS WITHOUT CHANGE? 

HE INDICATED THAT WAS NOT A REASONABLE RESTRICTION. TAKING 
MODIFICATIONS OR CONVERSIONS AFTER AN ARBITRARY DATE SUCH AS 
JULY 1970 OR JULY 1973 AS INDICATING MIRV CAPABILITY 
MADE IT LIKELY THAT AT SOME POINT, BY THE US CRITERIA, ALMOST ALL 
LAUNCHERS WILL BE COUNTED AS MIRVED, SIMPLY BECAUSE THEY HAVE 
BEEN MODERNIZED. THIS APPROACH SEEMED TO HIM TO BE A US 
RESPONSE TO A POLITICAL PROBLEM THAT THE US HAS. 

8. BROWN DREW A GRAPH SHOWING THAT AS TIME WENT ON THE ACTUAL 
NUMBER OF MIRVS ON THE SOVIET SIDE WOULD RISE AND, ACCORDING 
TO THE SOVIETS, THE UNCERTAINTIES IN US KNOWLEDGE OF THE ACTUAL 
NUMBER WOULD DECREASE. HE THEN DREW ANOTHER HYPOTHETICAL LINE 
REPRESENTING WHAT THE US COUNTING RULES MIGHT GIVE, AND NOTED 
SO LONG AS THAT SECOND LINE REMAINED BELOW THE ALLOWED NUMBER 
OF MIRV LAUNCHERS THERE SHOULD NOT BE REASON FOR CONCERN ON 
THE PART OF THE SOVIETS. 
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9. SHEHUKIN INDICATED THAT THE PROBABLE EVOLUTION OF THESE NUM- 
BERS VERSUS TIME WOULD BE AN INITIAL RISE AND THEN A LEVELING OFF. 

ALL PARTICIPANTS IN THE DISCUSSION AGREED THAT IT WAS UNDESIRABLE 
TO HAVE SUCH A CURVE FLAT TO BEGIN WITH AND THEN TURN UP SHARPLY. 
MAY NOTED, AND SHCHUKIN AGREED, THAT WE WANTED TO AVOID REACHING 
1985 WITH A HIGH RATE OF INCREASE IN A NUMBER NEAR 1320. 

SHCHUKIN SUGGESTED THAT THHE NUMBER OF MIRVS MIGHT PEAK BELOW 
1320 AND THEN COME DOWN. MAY SUGGESTED THAT SUBSEQUENT AGREE- 
MENTS MIGHT REDUCE THE ALLOWED LEVEL BELOW 1320. 

10. SHCHUKIN DESCRIBED THE PROTOCOL AS "THE US POSITION." 

MAY RESPONDED THAT THE US POSITION WAS TO FIND WITH THE 
SOVIETS A WAY TO SATISFY BOTH SIDES ON THE MATTER OF ADEQUATE 
VERIFICATION OF THE MIRV LIMIT. THE US PROTOCOL WAS ONE WAY. 

THE BEST WE HAD BEEN ABLE TO DEVELOP. SHCHUKIN SAID THAT THIS 
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WAY OF LOOKING AT THE QUESTION WAS A NEW NONE. MAY RESPONDED 
THAT AMBASSADOR JOHNSON HAD SEVERAL TIMES PREFACED HIS REMARKS 
ON THE PROTOCOL WITH A SIMILAR DESCRIPTION. JOHNSON 
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